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EXCLUSIVE ECONOMIC ZONE BEYOND THE TERRITORIAL SEA {A/9021; A/CONF.62/L.k;
A/CONF.62/C.2/L.17, L.18, 1.21 and Corr.l, L.22 and L.28) (continued)

L

Mr. CYOWDHURY (Bangladesh) said that his delegation was deeply grateful for
the spontaneous sympethy expressed at the precediang plenary meeting, which would sustain

his country in its hour of great t1ial.

The mass of sea law built up over the past 300 years had been influenced by
cconomic considerations. The 1958 Conventions had sought to emphasize the special needs
and interests - ircluding economic interests - of the coastal States. Any future régime
must therefore take into counsideration the needs and economic interests of developing
countries. In thore countries! effeorts to improve their standard of living, their need
for a sufficient and well-balanced diet could not be overlooked. The seas offered a
rcal prospact of broadenirg the econowic base of s developing country. Until recently
rarine weal ‘it had besn: neasured in terms of fish, which had beea thought to be an
unlimited rosource, but it was now known that at leact 57 elemcnte were dissolved in
ceg-water and the technology for their extraction already existed. The production of
o0il and notural ges fron (kL. sea-bed aand subsoil were naturelly of particular importance.

The 1958 Conventicn had circumscribed the right of pcor developing nations to a
share cf the oceenz' totel wcalth., In view of the diminishirg resources of the lang,
develoning naticus were inecreasingly looking towards the resources of the seas to
vrovade them with on opportunity for social and economic development. Their interests
had led them ¢o iritiatc en ecuitable end reascnable concept of coastal State
Jurisdiction commonl: referred to 88 the ecoromic zone or patrimonial sea, which would
rive the cozital States cxclusive control, though not full sovereignty, over all living
wnd minoral resowrces vo to 200 nautical miles from the applicable baselines. That
concept had been endorsed in recent declarations by ths Organiration of African Unity
(0AU), the Organization of Aumericen States and by the Conference of Eeads of State and
Governments of the Non-Aligned Countries.

The Committee muzt therefore define the precise nature of the rights to be
cxercised by the coastal 3Steies in the erea of economic zone. The future legal
Tramework should rcflect the follewing key elements: firstly, the coastal State had
covereign rights tc explore “he sea-bcd and subsoil and the superjecent waters and to
cxploit their living and ron-living natural resources; secondly, it had exclusive

Jurisdiction for the purpnee oi eccntrol, reguletion and preservation of the marine
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environment and over scientific research; thirdly, it should use its economic zone for
teaceful purposes only; fourthly, all States should enjoy freedom of nevigation and
overflight #nd freedom to lay submarine cables and plpellnes subJect to the exercise
By the coastal State of its rights as provided in the Convention; flfthly, the land-
locked States, subjéect to an appropriate bilateral or regional agreement, could exercise
their equitable right t0 participate in the exploitaticn of the agreed level of the
living resources.of the area.

' Despite the criticisms of the concept of the economic zone, his delegation
supported the proposals contained in documents A/CONF.62/1,.4 and A/CONF.62/C.2/L.21

and believed théy could constitute a basis for discussion by the Committee.

"Mr _WARIOBA (Tenzania) said that a numbeér of delegations which had expressed
s1pport of the exclusive cconomic zone seemed to be speaklng of a preferential zone as
proposad in the Sea-Bed Committee rather than an exclusive economic zone in which the
coastal State had exclusive sovereign rights to explore the area and exploit its
rennwable and non-renewsble netural resources, as well as Jurlsdlctlon for the purpose
of control and sbatement of pollutlon end regulation of sc1ent1f1c research.

He hoped that members of the Commlttee would examine carefully the reasons why
his and other delegations had advanced that specific ‘concept. It was a well-considered
prop051t10n which did not seek to rely 6n existing 1nternat10nal law, statutory
legis slation or other enmctment or State practice, although it drew upon them and at
the sam> time tried to cllmlnate from them snything unsuited to the present and future
nceds and aspiraiions of ‘menkind, The acceptance of that concept would entail
fundamcntal changes -in international and national l&w. The developing countries had
not been fairly represented at earlier Conferences in 1958 and 1960 and consequently
their interests had not teen adequetely considered, but they were prepared to accept
any changes in their constituticns and leglslatlon that the adoption of the principle
of the economic zcne would entail. '

It had been argued that the exclusive economic zome would drain the resources that
comprised the common heritage. But the 200 miles of economic zone'ﬁas intended to
replace the legal continental shelf and the concept of fishery zones. No opponents

of the concept could honestly accuse its proponents of draining the common heritage
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with regard to living resources, for they themselves had refused 4o include them in

that heritage. Sciencists hed said that the best and most extensive mineral resources .
lay far from the coasts and, with regard to oil and ges, the economic zone would leave
at least some ¢t the continental shelf in the international area. .

The developing councries in genaral and Tanzenia in particular peid great attention
to proper management of marine resources. Their priorities for fish resources were well
defined: to provide their pcople with more animal protein food, to export surpluses in
order to déavelop their eccnomy, to roise the standard of living of their fishermen and
to reduce unempioymeni: thrcrgh the development of subsidiary industries. They therefore
paid great attentioa to maintaining the ecological system of which fish were & part.
They realized that f rivers were polluted through uncontrolled dumping of dangerous
industriai effluents, that would kil} the very resource required as a source of food
snd rav materitl for other indusiries. They were therefore extremely strict with regard
to all sources of pollution. They also realized that over-exploited resources took a
long time to regenerate. Experience in other seas hed shown that it was high time %o
curb the frecdom of the hiph seas that had resulted in the exhaustion of their fishery
resources. ‘ironical weters had numercus species of fish but in very small numbers.
Since “he increasz in the number of ertesanal fishermen was worrying resource managers,
larger vesselc we.e beirg iniroluced to enable the fishermen to go farther off shore.
That meart that the developing countries must expand their fishery management area and
prohibit factory ships from ‘hose weters.

It hed been said that the requirement of full utilization stemmed from the desire
to prevent wastage of resources, but he couléd not mecept the implication that developing
countries intended to waste rvesources in the exclusive economic zone. Nor did they
intend to hoard their resources, wnich was just &s much of a crime. All they wanted
was ftair distribution and national utilization of the living resources of the sea to
satisfy the needs of mankind rather then to swell the pockets of a few. It had also
been repcatedly said that fish could not be managed by boundaries. The 200-mile
boundary would however not apply to the fish, which would be free to migrate laterally,
but to the fishermen.
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The CHAIRMAN said that he regretted to inform the Tanzanian representative
“thet he hud exceeded the time-limit for-statements set at & previous meeting.

Mr. NJENGA (Kenys) said that his country had expressed its views on the

. concept of the exclusive economlc zone meny times in the Sea-Bed Commlttee and at
other meetings. That concept had been included in a draft declaratlon adopted by
the Council of Ministers of the OAU in May 1973, which had been incorporated in the
Declaratlcn on the Issues of the Law of the Sea adopted at that organlz&tlon s
tenth session and reafflrmed by the Afrlcan heads of States in June l97h
(A/CONF.62/33).

The draft articles contained in document A/CONF.62/L.1 were constructive and
could form the basgis for further negotlatlons, although the formulation in article 12
of that document did not fully meet his delegation 8 position and it believed that
the coastal State enJoyed more than soverelgn rights over other resources. “Article II
of the 14-Power draft artlcles submltted to the Sea-Bed Committee (A/AC.138/SC.II/L.40),
of which his country wes a sponsor confbrmed more speclflcalxy 4o its position. The
raulonal management of any natural resource required 1nter alis that the resource

should be clearly understood through knowledge acqulred as a result of properly
conducted fundamental, applied or exploratory research snd that it should be exploited
in such a manner as to ensure its rational utilization and conservation. It was:
therefore clear that marine sclentlflc research and the preventlon and control of
pollution of the marine env1ronment were part of the whole process of management,
development and conservation of any natural resource and thet one could not be
controlled without the other. The Kenyan delegatlon therefore did not agree with the
Israell representative ] comment on article 26 of 1ts pr0posals on merine pollution
(A/CONF.62./C.3/L.2). '

 The draft articles (A/AC.138/SC.II/L. 40) were stlll the basic proposals of his
dalegation, which deemed them to be before the Commlttee.‘ He therefore considered
the exclusive economlc zone to be e national ‘ares of sovere1gnty for economlc purposes,
in which the coastal State not only enjoyed soverelgnty over all the resources but
slso cxevcised exclus1ve Jurisdiction for their protection. It was therefore
1nnppr09rrate to enumerste the coastal States' righte and duties w1th1n that national
zone. On the other hand, the Conference should speil ocut clearly what rights and
interests the international community should. enjoy within that zone. Draft

Approved For Release 2002/04/01 : CIA-RDP82S00697R000300040022-9
' [eos



Approved For Release 2002/04/01 : CIA-RDP82S00697R000300040022-9

A/CONF.62/C.2/SR.23
English
Page 6

(Mr. Njenga, Kenya)

article IV of document A/AC.138/SC.II/L.k0, although similar to article 1b of
document ../CONF .62/L.4, was preferable because it brought out clearly that even where
the international community was guaranteed certain freedoms, it had to take into
account at all times the overriding right of the cosstal State to preserve its economic
interests. The law established within the economic zone must be regarded as a new
law and the freedoms to be enjoyed in that zone must be regarded as different from
those subsisting under the present so-called régime of freedom of the high seas.

His delegetion was particularly concerned at some delegations' insistence on &
narrow interpretation of the concept of the exclusive economic zone;
they claimed they accepted the concept while seeking to deny the obvious fact that all
activities within that zone would have a direct impact on the economic interests of the
coastal States in the areu. Kenya would therefore not accept any formulation which
provided for vague and indefinite rights of the {nternational community within the
economic zone, to be enjoyed without the consent of the coastal State. Any rights
other than those set forth in draft article IV of the 1k-Power proposal
(A/AC.138SC.II/L.40) must be clearly spelled out, discussed and accepted by the
Conference. Otherwise, the copcept would be so diluted as to be unrecognizable to
those who had fought hard to have it accepted. Were the economic ‘zone concept to be
unduly diluted, many d=legations, including his own, would have to resort to claiming
a broad territorial ses limit of 200 nautical miles in order to assert their
Justified concern over their resourc:as.

With regard to the rights of the land-locked countries, #hich were to be
discussed by the Committec under a subsequent item, his delegation endorsed the
" Lelevant paragraph of the DAU's Declaration on the Issues of the Law of the Sea
(A/CONF.62/33, sect. C, para. 9).

With regard to the delimination of the exclusive economic zone between adjlacent
and/or opposite States, his delegation hoped that the proposals outlined in
document A/CONF.62/C.2/L.28 would be given sympathetic congsideration by the

Cconference.

Mr. JUNIUS (Liberia) said that his delegation urged acceptance of a
200-mile economic zone in which the coastal State would Lave the exclusive right to

exploit living and non-living resources. That would not preclude suitable
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arrangements being made ﬁith neighbouring Statgg,_laanlockgg_or opherwise&,for”
sharing in fishing activities in the economic zqne.f:Thg‘cogstgl>Sta$e could a;sq?
if it se desired, enter into co-operativé.aprapgemgnts_with other_States.for the
exploitation. of minéfal or hydrocarbon resources. It. should be understood. that
nothing in the proposed. economic zone would_interfefelwith the rights of free
passage and overflight or with the right to lay and maintain cebles and pipelines.
Establishment of the economic zone shoul@:dispgsevof,thg op;mpged ponceppﬂﬂ,,
of the continental shelf, which it wes generelly agreed needed revision,. If the
higpléeas.apd‘#hg sea~bed were to be considered as_phé:common heritage of menkind,
tgg;é;was no room for any extension of exclusivehrights bgypnd,the.ZQO-mile limi;£
Abandonment of the continental shelf concept need not rﬁsﬁ}P in undue damage to,
_.vested interests; even if it did, the sacrifices démgpde@_in no way differed from
~ thpse demanded of all coastal Stateé'if.the propoéed;Convgnﬁion'was to achieve itg
purposes... His delegation‘helieved that the egqnomic zone waé a co;ggrrstqge °f:.

the proposed Convention.

Mr. JEANNEL (France) said that, since the task of the. Conference wag" to
draft & law, he wished to meke some observations of a legal nature which might
help to reconeilé the divergént: interests which existed with regand‘td’themeeonmmic
wotie.! o . I : . B
UL His country had soﬁght to ascertain the specific: motives which had led certain
countries, contrary.to esteblished usage, to seek to extend their sovereignty:
over an area extending t6 200 miles at the risk of interfering with the freedom.
of international commnicctions, snd in some regions' of extinguishing!that“freedom.
His country'had cbnblﬁded that what the coastaliStates; and more: particularly the-
developing coagtal States, were aiming at was to secure7right5-of an economic
nsture. R L T ‘ |
: The example of the Latin American States bordering the Pacific Ocean illustrated
particularly well the problem to be solved: 'Their economies. depended upon fishing
carried on primarily in fishing grounds linked to the Humboldt Current, which flowed in
an aree extending to 200 nautical miles from their coasts. It‘ﬁas therefore
understandable that they siaould seek to secure the exploitation of those resources and
-to prevent foreigners from endangering the existence of stocks or reducing the catches
Approved For Release 2002/04/01 : CIA-RDP82$00697R000300040022-9 | /e



A/CONF.62/C.2/SRK.23
English Approved For Release 2002/04/01 : CIA-RDP82S00697R000300040022-9

Po~ 8

(Mr. Jeennel, France)

of the coastal States. The concept of a Tishing preserve 8pplied Lo a 2U0-mile zone
could solve the problem of living resources. However, the problem of the mineral
resources of the sea-bed and subsoil thereof could not be solved in the same
fashion, since the relevant Convention applied only to the continental shelf and

its provisions were therefore of little benefit to countries with narrow shelves.
With technical progress making possible the exploitation of mineral resources at
great depths and beyond *he continental shelf, it was understendsble that certain
States should conclude that the best way to protect their interests as & whole was
simply to extend the gone under their sovereignty.

Coastal States with a wide continental shelf had no need to take that extreme
measure, since the area in which the living resources were found coincided with
that of the continental shelf, and they had only to esteblish a restricted fishing
zone encompassing the continentel shelf as well. A number of States had taken
such action, while others, evidently not realizing that there was such a possibility,
had extended their terricorial waters, apparently under the impression that they were
more categorically securing the rights which they already held with regsrd to
mineral resources. However, it should be noted that such decisions had never been
motivated by & desire to control international navigation.

The motives which had led to the extemsion of cosstal State sovereignty having
been ascertained, it was clear that a means of satisfying the economic interests
of the State concerned must be found. The 1958 Convention on the Continental Shelf
had proved that it was not absolutely necessary to extend the zone under national
sovereignty for that purpose. The belt of sea under national Jurisdiction could be
kept to a reasonable breadth, beyond which specific rights of an economic nature
to be exercised by the coastal State could be defined. The development of the
doctrines of the patrimonial sea and the economic zone had proved that that approach
had been very widely accepted.

The doctrine of the patrimonial sea approached the problem from the economic
standpoint, but, as the term itself indicated, that doctrine was based on the notion
of ownership, which had several important comsequences.

Firstly, the resources of the ses belonged toc the coastal State. That did not

present any particular difficulties in so far as the mineral resources of the sea-~bed

/- L]
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" and ocean floor were concerned, but such was not the case where the 1iving resources
of the sca were concerned because of their mobility. In that connexion it would be
1nstruct1vé to look at fhe way in vwhich netional legislation had. regulated the -
activity of hunting, which presented characteristics similar to those of fishing.:
In French law, whlch probably did not-differ:very much from that of other countries,
capturing a game animal was:the only way in which one acqulred ownership of it.
The owner of an estate- did not own the game animels on it. If an animal from one.
plot of land was captured on.another, it was the property of the hunter ahd not
of. the-owner of the plot :of:land from which it came.: Of course the owner of a
plot of ‘land could cloée it off in.such a way as to prevent the movement of game
animals but he could hardly control the flight of birds. In:the sea, the problemn
of delimiting the various national jurisdictions was even more.theoretical than
it was onilond.  Furthermore, game animals and birds, like the living resources
of the ses, would.be threatened by exuinction if hunting was not regulated so as™
to ensure their reproduction. However, conservation measures. were ‘taken not: by
each individual ovmer of a plot: of land but by the public authorities for the:whole
of the. territory; while the modalities: for the enforcement of those measures might
be determined by regional authorities in accordanée with the circumstances of the
region in question. . o
He was not arguing thut wzxusctly the same kind of rigimz should be applied to the

seas, but it seemed to:him: that the exp"rlence-galned in the regulation of hunting
could suggest possible solutions with regerd to the sea at a +ime when both the
necessity of. conserving spocias and the rxten51on of na.t:Lovm't Jurisdictions posed
the same kind of problens es those which States had had to solve much earlier on-
land. Above all, however, an examinetion of the situation on land demonstrated
the inadequacy of viewing the question within the context of the right of ownership.

- Secondly; the notion of the patrimoniel sea implied ownership not only of the
living resources and minerals of the sea-bed and ocean floor but also of ;gll other
possible resources. It wac impossible to foresee whether technical and scientific
progress would lead to the disco”ery'of new usable resources or.what the conditions
of their exploitation might be. It was therefore impossible to rule out i the assumption

that those conditions wight be morz. or less incompatibie with the maintenince of -
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reedom of  communications or that the extraction of those materials might jeopardize
the general balance of the marine environment. Was it advisable to ignore those
risks and recognize in advance a right of States which they might use against the
interests of the international community?

Thirdly, it could be said that, in the abstract, ownership and sovereignty were
two distinct ideas. It remained to be proved, however, that such a distinction had
any practical significence when the right of ownership was exercised by a State and
not an individual. There was thus good reagson to fear that the patrimonial sea
might become a mere legal phrase under cover of which sovereignty would be asserted.
In those circumstances the other freedoms could only be considered as exceptions
to a general rule favourable to the coastal States alone.

Fourthly, the adoption of the concept of the common heritage of mankind seemed
to have been inspired by the basic concern to halt the trend towerds the inclusion’
of large portions of the sea within areas under national Jurisdiction. 1In the
long-standing doctrinal quarrel between the partisans of the res nullius and the
res communis, the international community seemed to have taken the side of the latter.

It was therefore paradoxical that its members should invoke the opposing doctrine
when it was a question of setisfying their own individual interests, particularly
Bince it was unnecessary to do so in order to meet the legitimate claims of coastal
States. '

The concept of the exclusive economic zone, on the other hand, did not pose the
seme problems as that of the patrimonial sea. It implied that States would enjoy and
exercise specific rights of an economic nature in a determined zone. It could
nevertheless be criticized on the ground that the adjective "execlusive' was being
applied to the zone itself, which would simply mean that there could not be another
zone in the same geographical space. In reality it was the rights granted to the
coastal State which should be described as exclusive, since it was intended that only
one State would enjoy them. However, the exclusive character of those rights might
pose certain problems in that it would apply inter alia to living resources, the
difficulty of exercising control over which he hed already discussed.

It seemed that in the view of certain delegationa the economic zone, by its very
nature, would also confer prerogatives on the coastal State with regard to pollution
control. That apphmacived.&ornfidlentset30026H 01 3:CHRIDRS 250068 7RAODIDDGANICR-Bresent
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such prerogatives as falling within the category of rights of an economic nature.
*In reality the situation was quite different. What was really intended was to
'give to the coastal State exclusive control with regard to regulations, policing
and the punlshment of infractions, whlch would amount to placing the entire zone
in question under the array of competences which were inherent in soverelgnty.

- The fact that such sovereignty would have a functional character would make little
difference: the fecognition of such sovereignty would still be contrary to the
interests of the international community. Before demonstrating the validity of
that assertion, he wished to empha51ze that the points he was about to meke applied
only to the powers wvhich would be granted to a State and not to the dimension

of the zone within which they would be exercised.

& fragmentary approsch to regulations aimed at combating a danger which it
was agreed knew no frontiers, especially in the seas, was inappropriate since
it would lead to anarchy and at the same time would be ineffective owing to a
lack of co-ordination. The exercise of such sovereignty would undermine the
freedom of communications sinée'it would in effect rule out the application of the
law of the flag State in the zone¢ in question. The law of the flag State was the
only guarantee of freedom of movement since it forbade the interference of any
warship or policé vessel with the movement of any ship not flying its flag,
Although that law had been devised by the maritime Powers, it acfually protected
the wesk against those few which alone had the material means to police the seas.

_ The will to power which #as inherent in humen nature and which was pfesent in
each State would soon_take'advantage of the breach thus opened in one of the
legal systems'whose purpose was to contain it within limits compatible with the
very existence of international society. The fertile imaginations of national
Governments and their'jurists could be counted on to find subtle distinctions
which would either permlt digerimination under cover of rules appllcable to all
or almost completely impede freedom ‘0f movement. '

A study of the particular case of pollution led to the coneclusion that satisfying
legitimate national interests while mainteining international public order required a
clear and precise definition of the rights which States could exefcise individually.

In presenting his delegation's vieéw on what the content of the economic zone should
be, he had not referred to a subject important to many, nemely scientific research.
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The PRa,IDENT reminded the representative of France that he had exceeded the
time-limit of 15 mirwntes agrted upon by the Committee.

Mr. JEANNEL (France) said that, since his delegation was teking the floor
for the first time in the Committee, it should have the time it needed to conclude ite

statement.

The PRESIDENT said that he could make no exceptions in applying the time-limit
for statements. If a delegation could not complete its statement in that time-limit,
and if it had &« printed text, the undelivered portion of the statement could be

reflected in the records of the Conference.

Mr. DE ALWIS (Sri Lanka) said that his delegation attached special importance

to the régime of the economic zone, particularly to the conservation, management and

exploitetion of its living resources, since much of the population of its country
depended on the sea for & livelihood.

The concept of the economic zone had gained general acceptance by the international
community, which had recognized thet the economic interests of the coastal State must be
fully saTreguarded. In an effort to accormodate those legitimate objectives, a number
of coastal States had extended their territorial sea to a distance of 200 nautical
miles. It followcd that the coastal State should have sovereign and not merely
preferential rights over renewable and non-renewsble resources up to that distance, and
the exclusive rigat to make regulations to ensure the conservation, management and
exploitation of the economic resources over which it had sole proprietary rights. That
did not, however, exclude the possihility of joint efforts by neighbouring countries to
co~-ordinate their conservation, management and exploitation systems, particularly with
respect to highly migratory species. Moreover, provision should be made to ensure
that the food resources of the ses did not go to waste. On the basis of those two
criteria, his delegation would determine its attitude towards the various formulations
on the economic 2one. The exclusiveness of the fishery zone was not incompatible with
the possibility that the coastal State might allow other States to exploit the zone in
order to ensure optimum utilization of its resources for the benefit of the
international community as a whole.

His delegation would find no difficulty in accepnting provisions which sought to

ensure freedom of navigation and over”light and the lasying of submarine cebles and
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plpellnes in the economic zone, prov1ded they were. not in conflict with or did not unduly
1nterfere with the coastal State's exercise of its sovereign rights over the
coqservatlon, management and exploltaxlon of its economlc resources. Accordlngly,
foreign vessels which violated the coastal State's regulatlons should be considered
guilty of an offence, tried apg.puplshed, and should be liable for damege done to the
resources.  The coastal State should for that purpoSe have the power to stop and search
vessels which they were reasondbly satisfied had violated their regulatlons. .

With respect to the question of access by States to the resources of the exclusive |
economlc zone, his delegation found it necessary to draw a dlstlnctlon between renewdble
and non-rehewgble resqgrces.. The former, if unused or under-used, could go to vaste and
be lost to the international community; moreover, there might be neighbouring land-
locked or otherwise disadvantaged States without access to such resources. His
delegation was therefore ready to support prov181ons vhereby the coastal State might
grant access by such States to the alloweble catch not fully utilized by the coastal
State, in accordance with laws prescribed by that State. Provision should be made for
the coastal State to take into consideration scientific information and relevent data
from neighbouring coastal States and from orgenizations such as FAO, on the basis of
which it would be entitled to fix the periods during which the prescribed species might
be caught, the age and size of the fish that might be caught, the quota of catch,
whether in relation to species or vessel over & period of time or to the total catch of
nationals of one State during e prescribed period, and to specify the type of gear
permitted. ' B

In determlnlng which other States might be given permission to exploit the
resources of the zone, a coastal State might, &t its sole discretionm, grant rights to
States such as neighbouring developing land-locked States in the region, developing
geographically disadvantaged States in the region, neighbouring coastal States, States
that had traditionally fished in the area and other States, subject to such terms,
conditions and regulaxions ag the coastal State might prescribe. With the exception of
the first two categories, whose needs ought to be universally recognized and adequately
protected, other States mlght be permitted access subject to condltlons such as the
licensing of fishing vessels and equipment. The coastal State might take into account
the competitive nature of the offer, which might include fees, the training of coastal
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State personnel, grants of equipment and other opportunities for the transfer of science
and technology, or Joint ventures. 1In his own country's waters, other States exploitéa
the fishery resources under such arrangements. ;

With regard to the preferential rights to be extended to neighbouring land-locked
or geographically disadvantaged States, it would be self-defemating if those States were
to be permitted to introduce technologically adwwmeed States or groups of States as
partners into the exclusive economic zone of the coastal Statz on grounds of co-operation
in Joint ventures. The historic rights enjoyed by nationals of another neighbouring
developing State might, however, be recognized if a substantial part of its population
depended for its livelihood on fishing and if such rights were founded on usage over a
very long pericd. ‘

The meeting rose at 12.55 p.m.
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